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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM
Introduction
In recent years, the legislature of South Carolina has significantly re
duced funding for programs for gifted students. As a result, many school dis
tricts had no options except to eliminate entirely or reduce significantly pro
grams for such youngsters.
The author was a teacher of the gifted in both situations. In the year
preceding the cutback in state funding, she had 16 third and fourth grade
gifted children in a five-day all-day gifted program.
When the cut came, she had to take over a regular classroom and was
only able to deal with the gifted children she had taught the year before on
Tuesday and Thursday afternoons for approximately 1.5 hours each day. So
instead of gifted youngsters having 30 hours in a weekly program designed
for them, in effect, services were restricted to a three—hour period.

Purpose Of The Project
The author wished to investigate what impact reducing the gifted pro
gram from 30 hours per week to three hours had on the achievement per
formance of the gifted youngsters. Considering conditions, it was decided to
use a descriptive study to examine this problem.

Statement Of The Problem
It was the author’s considered judgement that by reducing the pro
gram to three hours per week from thirty hours, to expect the same amount
of growth in the second year as had been observed in the first year, was un
realistic.
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The researcher wished to compare the academic growth in year two (3
hours per week) of gifted programming with their academic growth in year
one (30 hours of gifted programming).

Significance Of The Study
The author fully realized when she undertook this study that the find
ings were not able to be generalized. However, since she and many other ed
ucators in the state of South Carolina are deeply committed to aiding young
people identified as gifted to grow as much as possible, she felt that even this
little effort in one school system might be a stimulus to examine the real cost
of cutting such services.
It was hoped whatever the outcome of this study, that other re
searchers would be spurred on to investigate the effects on gifted, poor young
sters when support for their giftedness is more that cut in half.

Scope Of This Study
To compare what happens academically to gifted youngsters under two
different conditions.
Condition 1 — The youngsters were receiving support for their giftedness
for a 30 hour school week.
Condition 2 — The youngsters were receiving support for their giftedness
only three hours a week.
The author intended to use gain scores for each individual to de
termine how much each one had been affected by the change in conditions.

Definitions Of Important Terms
1. Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills — a standardized achievement test
published by CTB / McGraw-Hill in Monterey, California, © 1981.
2. Full—day gifted program — third and fourth grade students in the class
room together with one teacher five days a week.
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3. Gifted student — anyone in the 90th percentile in reading and math com
posite scores on the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills.
4. Homogeneously grouped regular classroom — students who are grouped to
gether by levels according to reading and math scores on the Com
prehensive Test of Basic Skills. This particular group was a combination
of gifted and higher ability students.
5. Part-time gifted program - (Pull-out) — a Tuesday and Thursday after
noon class of gifted students that met from 1:00 P.M. to 2:35 P.M. These
students are pulled from the homogeneously grouped regular classroom.

General Hypothesis
Elementary students who have their entire curriculum (30 hours per
week) in a gifted program during a school year gain more academically than
the same group whose time in the gifted program is limited to three hours per
week over a school year. Their progress will be measured by the Com
prehensive Test of Basic Skills standard scores.

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
A History Of Terman’s Study
Louis M. Terman’s interest in gifted individuals was first sparked
when he was a senior at Indiana University. He was preparing two reports
for his seminar, one on mental deficiency, the other on genius. He completed
his Master’s Degree, then entered Clark University. (Terman, 1954).
In 1910, Terman became a professor at Stanford University. He was a
catalyst in gifted education. The author reported Terman’s study as viewed
by three authors. In 1916, Terman “supervised the formal modification and
Americanization of the Binet Simon test” from France (Horowitz & O’Brien,
1898, p. 49). This test is now entitled the Stanford - Binet Intelligence Scale,
a very popular test used today to measure gifted children’s intelligence.
In addition to working on this intelligence scale, Terman began a study
of gifted individuals. According to Davis & Rimm (1985) there were 1500
children involved — 800 boys and 700 girls. This group, entitled “Termites”
is the most studied group of gifted people in the world (p. 3). This study be
gan over sixty years ago and is still in progress today. Many myths about
gifted being poorly adjusted, emotionally disturbed, and physically weak were
unproven. At that time, child prodigies were thought to be psychotic or ab
normal. “Early ripe, early rot” was a slogan often used to describe them.
Some people even believed in post adolescent stupidity! Terman's findings,
after 60 years, disproved the “early ripe, early rot” prediction.
The emphasis by Gallagher (1985) was on a well designed gifted pro
gram. He quoted Terman in summary of the study by concluding, “the super
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ior child becomes the superior adult” (p. 77). Our biggest downfall, according
to Terman, is lack of adequate counseling in our high schools ( Seagoe, p.
248). The adults with a high IQ that Terman observed had great educational
and social accomplishments.
Terman’s study did not escape criticism. The following shortcomings
were cited. He had not fully completed the Stanford - Binet Achievement
test when the subjects were chosen. The participants were selected solely by
teacher nomination. Teachers tended to rate “nice” students very high, obvi
ously making a biased selection. The characteristics of the people in the
study were under scrutiny. They were predominately white, from uppermiddle class homes, and had high-achieving parents. These characteristics,
although prevalent, certainly were not typical of all gifted children (Gallagh
er, 1985).
For my purposes, I will entitle Terman “the Father of Gifted Educa
tion.” Every book read on the subject of gifted children at least mentioned
him.
Louis Madison Terman left his mark, as a pioneer in psychology
and as a man. His influence broadened the understanding of
many who now carry on their own work in fields where he
turned the first furrow. (Seagoe, p. 186).
To a point, the studies of Terman and the author are in contrast. He
studied chiefly white, upper middle class subjects, whose parents were high
achievers. The subjects of the author’s study were black, poor, and lower
class. Their parents, for the most part, are low achievers. Also, Terman’s
subjects were teacher nominated and the author’s were chosen using the
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills. It proved to be very helpful, although
our subjects were quite different, to review Terman’s study. Terman is to be
respected for undertaking the monumental task of completing a more than
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sixty-year long study.

Goals Of A Gifted Program
The law entitled, “Gifted and Talented Children’s Act, (Public Law 95561, Part A, Title IX of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act) first
set aside money for gifted education in the United States, cited Clark (1988).
Through the years, gifted programs have served many purposes. The
following aspects were considered by the author: general goals of gifted pro
grams, the type of programs used in one South Carolina school, the difference
between gifted programs and regular programs, and program accountability.
In general, Clark (1988) believed there should be six goals for any gift
ed program: 1) The learner needs to develop his potential and to be provided
opportunities and experiences for his needs. 2) The environment should en
hance intelligence. 3) Students and parents should actively participate to
gether. 4) Students need time, space, and encouragement. 5) It is important
for gifted and talented students to interact with others on their mental level.
6) Their education should provide opportunity for discovery of these students’
abilities. All gifted youngsters should be encouraged to consider how they
wish to contribute to society.
Gallagher (1985) saw very similar goals. He stated them in three
parts: place the student with intellectual peers; hire competent and encour
aging teachers; and provide the student with a stimulating environment, al
lowing him to develop to his potential.
Both of these authors reported similar findings. These goals were con
sidered when one school in South Carolina set up their gifted and talented
program four years ago. (Both reported that parents, the school, and the
child must all play important roles in furnishing the best possible education
for this special child.)
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Specifically, the two programs pursued by the author were the all-day
gifted class and the partial-day pull-out program. Clark (1988) stated the
following as advantages of a full-day class: “learning is continuous and stu
dents are working at their own level and pace” (p. 194). He also cited some
disadvantages of a pull-out program: in this type of program there is not
enough time to meet student needs; children are required to do double work
— both regular and gifted class work. Other students envy the “smart” ones
and the regular teachers resent interruption of their classrooms as students
come and go. Both the advantages and disadvantages support the author’s
position of a full-day program being better for everyone involved. In a nut
shell, “pull-out is a part-time solution to a full-time problem,” says Clark (p.
194).
According to Gallagher, (1985) curriculum involved content, skills, and
learning environment. Content should have been accelerated, enriched, and
novel to capture the interest of the gifted child. Children should be placed in
individualized programs where they master skills at their own rate, then
quickly progress to new skills. A unique learning environment, patterned af
ter a revolving door, should be used with gifted students. They should be per
mitted to volunteer for special projects and seek help completing them
through a resource person. This would allow students to work on motivating
projects that interest and inspire them.
Gallagher (1985) concluded that program evaluation should take place.
He suggested asking two questions: 1) “Did I do what I promised?” and 2)
“Can I prove it?” (p. 367). Program effectiveness can be determined by hon
estly answering these questions. When one considers the benefits derived
through the future productivity of gifted individuals, program cost should be
regarded as minimal.
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Plight Of Economically Poor And Minority Children
Identified As Gifted
Certain characteristics possessed by the majority of students at this
particular school in South Carolina are considered disadvantageous by the
experts. Three factors which have been considered damaging: being econom
ically poor, of black culture, and rurally located.
Vail (1979) explained the effects of poverty on students. He felt that
students lack positive role models from their family, their school, and their
community. Vail (1979) also thought people who are poor tend to think of
their plight as “US against the world.” A successful gifted education program
should support family unity by providing home and school activities that get
parents and students participating together. The adults are often inadequate
role models because they do not speak correctly.
The second issue considered was that the majority of the students were
black. Why is this a disadvantage? The best source researched was Baldwin
(1987), who is black. She claimed many smart blacks do not qualify for gifted
programs since the black patois is not reflected in testing language and ed
ucational materials. She cited good ideas for an educational plan: 1) Define
the population by teacher, parent, and peer nomination. 2) Decide the goals
and give them the basics; then build from there. 3) Use differing teaching
strategies to stimulate them.
Bibliotherapy was one suggested answer (Baldwin, 1987). This occurs
when children read about characters like themselves who had made great ac
complishments, and then used familiar experience to encourage ability
growth. The teacher’s attitude should be free of prejudice or preconceived
stereotypes. They should recognize behavioral characteristics that do not fit
the usual concept of giftedness. Finally, one should evaluate the quality pro
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cesses and products of the programs.
In the past, many blacks had not been identified due to unfair testing
procedures. Richert (1987) felt the definition of gifted is too limited and pro
grams serve too few students. This was true in this particular school. Many
students were not identified and not enough students were given the op
portunity to participate.
Clark (1988) made some interesting observations. He claimed attitude
is the biggest problem for the black student to overcome. There was peer
pressure not to excel and a difference in cultural values.
Frazier (1989) saw career counseling, wielding self-knowledge, adop
tion of fair testing procedures and meaningful curriculum as helpful adapta
tions for black gifted. At the beginning of the year, when asked what careers
they wanted to pursue, only one student even suggested a career that in
volved going to college. By the end of the year, most had college-oriented ca
reers in mind.
Living in a rural area can also be disadvantageous. Rural schools
tended to spend less and hire fewer teachers, especially those trained to work
with the gifted. Moreover, rural parents do not pressure the school to start or
maintain gifted programs. Spicker, Southern & Davis’ (1987) research sup
ported that 237/250 of the poorest counties were in the South. Also, forty-one
percent of blacks living outside metropolitan areas, with incomes below pov
erty level, lived in the South. These figures simply support the notion that
many students are victims of where they live. Research also suggested that
rural education should be an interaction between people of sparsely populat
ed communities, rural values, and their beliefs with a thriving community
and its greater population.
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Unresolved Issues In Gifted Education
Feldhusen (1989) listed three unresolved issues. The first: if the en
vironment is partially responsible for the development of suppression of giftedness, is it possible to create special environments to increase the total num
ber of children we label gifted? This would then give a more equal chance to
all smart children. The second: if the IQ test is not satisfactory as an iden
tification tool, what other tests or scales could we use to support a broadened
definition of gifted that includes characteristics of creativity and imagina
tion? The final issue: if our definition of gifted changes as the values of our so
ciety change, what will be our definition by the year 2000? What values (we
now hold) will be downgraded and what others will be highly regarded? Time
and some gifted individual will have to let us know!
Parade (Dec. 1990) did an article titled, “Smart Kids: How Different
Are They?” “Prodigies are wonderful manifestations of human potential”,
says Professor David Henry Feldman of Tufts University. Researchers call it
the “prodigy phenomenon.” This occurs when parents recognize and encour
age their child’s gift. These parents are not to be confused with “creator par
ents”, who try to mold their children with the parent’s goals. But, advised Dr.
Staley of Johns Hopkins University: “Give children a normal share of stim
ulation and opportunity. Nurture, don’t push. Encourage, Don’t demand.”
Heredity plays the largest role in creating a prodigy. Feldman also dis
cusses prodigies as being a result of synchrony, nature, and culture working
together.
The unresolved issue here is — can a prodigy sustain his or her early
promise? How can we as parents and educators encourage and not discourage
these children?
Delisle (1987) interviewed gifted children from thirty—seven states.
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One unnamed nine—year old girl from New York put into words the frustra
tion gifted students feel in a regular classroom:
“Oh what a bore to sit and listen,
To stuff we already know,
Do everything we’ve done and done again,
Over and over read one more page.
Oh bore,
Oh bore,
Oh bore.
Sometimes I feel if we do one more page
My head will explode with boreness rage,
I wish I could get up right there
and march out the door” (p. 55).
She spoke not only for herself but gifted students everywhere — even in this
particular school in South Carolina. As adults, we should take time to listen
to the children!!

Summary
As indicated above, Terman’s long-range studies supported the idea
that gifted children are different from so-called normal children, and if one
wishes to support their giftedness, a special environment has to be sustained.
The literature also suggested that an enriched environment is especially im
portant to gifted youngsters who are black and poor. The literature tended to
indicate that full-day programs for the gifted were much more successful in
supporting the academic growth of these youngsters than those in pull-out
programs.

CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Background
In this large elementary school in South Carolina, how did the gifted
program differ from the regular curriculum? The selected students, as a
group were placed in a two-grade classroom with one teacher for the gifted.
They were labelled Third and Fourth Grade Gifted and Talented Class.
The regular curriculum was accelerated. With a total of fifteen stu
dents, individual interests and individual skill levels could be discovered.
The students had mastered most basic skills and this allowed ample op
portunity for enrichment. Peer tutoring was used as a valuable, employable
tool. Special projects such as art contests, pen pals, special speakers, and mo
vies provided much-needed enlightenment.
There is very little pursuit of culture, even though Savannah, Georgia,
a city rich in culture is only thirty miles away. There is an abundance of sin
gle-parent families and the extended family situations. This generally
means too many people living in too little space. Most of the adults that do
work have little time and energy left for their children. The majority of par
ents at this school are service workers in either Beaufort or Hilton Head,
South Carolina, or Savannah, Georgia. They work at low-paying, long-hour
jobs. When they get home, the children have already taken care of the house
and fed themselves. Television then provides easy entertainment for every
one. Also, there is only one weekly town newspaper that most of these fam
ilies receive.
The children then leave the family situation to attend financially
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strapped schools, where they may be placed in overcrowded buildings. This
specific school has put on additions twice in five years because of a population
explosion in this geographic area. This was done at the expense of enrich
ment materials. Teachers too, are insufficient positive role models because
they must concentrate first on discipline, then teach basic survival skills.
There is very little time left for enrichment.
Finally, there are too few gifted role models in the community. The ma
jority of residents have neither the time, energy, or money to spend on gifted
students. Also, the community itself has very few challenging activities or re
sources for them. The best male role model would be the local pastor. Most
students attend church weekly. Unfortunately, he has little interest in the
gifted development of the child. Therefore, the gifted in deprived areas are
stunted by family, school, and community.
An example of the difference in cultural values follows: “Women
should have babies, not an education.” Their rearing differed from values
and attitudes of the dominant culture. The best illustrations observed were:
early and unplanned pregnancies were readily accepted, discipline was phys
ical and harsh, and superstitions rampant as part of the Gullah culture. The
Gullah culture is widespread in this area, being a mixture of French and Af
rican cultures that had its origin in slavery days. In this area, beliefs were
passed from generation to generation and from island to island.
Little support was given to maintain this gifted program. Un
fortunately, in this specific school, the gifted program was reduced from allday every day, to one and one half hours twice weekly, and not one parent
complained!

Design
The design used was a descriptive, non-experimental action research
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design. The research was completed with the permission of the parents and/
or legal guardians, and the principal. Copies of the letters requesting approv
al for the study are in the Appendices.
The participants under study were nine gifted children. This study fol
lowed their academic achievement through two years of schooling. One year
they spent in an all-day gifted program, while the next year they spent in a
pull-out program. (The apparatus used to determine results was the Com
prehensive Test of Basic Skills.)
1. Simply, the gain scores were reported for each child for each of the two
years.
2. After this data was collected, the average gain scores for the girls were
compared to the average gain scores for the boys.
3. The data was again processed such that the gain scores for children from
intact families were compared with gain scores for children from singleparent families.
4. The average gain scores of the black students were compared with the av
erage gain scores of the white students.
5. Finally, a report was made by subject as to which subjects displayed the
largest change due to the cutback in services.

CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS
As previously detailed, the participants in this study were nine gifted
children. The study followed their academic achievement through two years
of schooling, with the first year being an all-day gifted program, and the sec
ond year being a pull-out program where they spent three hours a week in
gifted studies.
The results of the study were generated from the Comprehensive Test
of Basic Skills (CTBS). The CTBS reports the student’s progress in six cat
egories from five subject areas: Total Reading, Total Language, Total Math, a
category called Total Battery which is the average of Reading, Language, and
Math, Science, and Social Studies. An example of the CTBS Individual Test
Record and Assessment for Grade 3 are shown in Figures 1 & 2 of the Ap
pendix. Also shown is an example of the Grade 4 Test Record (Figure 3). The
scores were collected for three test periods: Grade 2 (1987-88), Grade 3
(1988—89) and Grade 4 (1989—90). Grade 3 gain was the result of comparing
Grade 2 with Grade 3; Grade 4 gain was the result of comparing Grade 3 with
Grade 4. These six scores were then averaged for each of the nine students.
The results are presented in Table 1. The code accompanying the student
number is as follows:
F
M
B
W
I
S

—
—
-

Female
Male
Black
White
Intact Family
Single Parent Family
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TABLE 1
STUDENT AVERAGE GAIN SCORES
Student

Grade 3 Gain

#1 (F, B, S)
#2 (M, B, S)
#3 (F, W, I)
#4 (M, B, S)

-141.0
-241.0
-325.0
-63.0

#5 (M, B, S)

-393.0
-267.0

#6 (M, W, I)
#7 (M, B, I)
#8 (M, W, I)

Grade 4 Ga
+185.0
+356.0
+486.0
+236.0
+505.0
+452.0

-360.0
-83.0
-270.0

#9 (F, W, I)

+494.0
+216.0
+243.0

The data is shown graphically in Figure #1. The average gain score
line is the average of the Grade 3 and Grade 4 gains.

FIGURE 1
STUDENT AVERAGE GAIN SCORES
600
Grade 3 Gain
Grade 4 Gain
Average Gain

#1

#2

#3

#4

#5

#6

#7

#8

#9
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The data was then reorganized to compare the gain scores of the girls
versus the gain scores for the boys. Table 2 and Figure 2 show the results.

TABLE 2
COMPARISON OF AVERAGE GAIN SCORES
FOR GIRLS vs. BOYS
Category

Grade 3 Gain

Girls (3)
Boys (6)

-245.3
-234.5

Grade 4 Gain
+304.7
+376.5

FIGURE 2
COMPARISON OF AVERAGE GAIN SCORES
FOR GIRLS vs. BOYS

Grade 3 Gain

Grade 4 Gain

■

Girls (3)

H

Boys (6)
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The data was again reorganized to compare the gain scores of children
from intact families to those scores of children from single-parent families.
The data is presented below in Table 3 and graphically in Figure 3.

TABLE 3
COMPARISON OF AVERAGE GAIN SCORES
FOR INTACT FAMILIES vs. SINGLE-PARENT FAMILIES
Category

Grade 3 Gain

Intact Families (5)
Single-Parent (4)

Grade 4 Gain

-261.0
-209.5

+378.2
+320.5

FIGURE 3
COMPARISON OF AVERAGE GAIN SCORES
FOR INTACT FAMILIES vs. SINGLE-PARENT FAMILIES
400
300
200
100
0
-100
-200
-300
Grade 3 Gain

Grade 4 Gain

I Intact Families (5)
□

Single Parent Families (4)
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Table 4 and Figure 4 show a comparison of the average gain scores for
black students versus white students.

TABLE 4
COMPARISON OF AVERAGE GAIN SCORES
FOR BLACK STUDENTS vs. WHITE STUDENTS

Category

Grade 3 Gain

Black (5)

-239.6

+355.2

White (4)

-236.3

+349.3

Grade 4 Gain

FIGURE 4
COMPARISON OF AVERAGE GAIN SCORES
FOR BLACK STUDENTS vs. WHITE STUDENTS
400

-300
Grade 3 Gain

Grade 4 Gain

■

Black (5)

□

White (4)
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The last comparison of the data is a review of the subject most affected
by the change from an all-day program to a pull-out program. The data pre
sented was collected by averaging each subject’s scores across the nine stu
dents. This data is reported as the “Average Grade Gain”. The last column,
the “Delta” column, was derived by simply adding the grade gains.

TABLE 5
COMPARISON OF SUBJECTS AFFECTED
BY PROGRAM CHANGE
Avg Grade 3
Gain

Subject
Reading
Language
Math
Science
Social Studies

-13.8
+4.0
-43.3
-87.0
-79.2

Avg Grade 4
Gain
+92.8
+73.0
+33.4

106.6

+36.7
+58.0

123.7
137.2

FIGURE 5
COMPARISON OF SUBJECTS AFFECTED
BY PROGRAM CHANGE

Avg Gr 3 Gain Avg Gr 4 Gain

Delta

Delta

69.0
76.7

CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
Comparison of the nine individual test scores from the CTBS does not
tend to support the hypothesis and does not support the literature that was
read. This is not disappointing to the researcher, but instead encouraging. It
means that despite the radical decrease in hours that children in this par
ticular school are spending in the gifted program, these children are con
tinuing to learn and with surprisingly beneficial test results. Students were
compared by sex, family marital status, and by race.

Conclusions
The majority of students tended to do better academically the year
they were in the part-time pull-out (3 hours per week) gifted program.
Possible suggestions as to why this might have occurred:
1) The teacher for the gifted program was more experienced and emphasized
different academic concepts.
2) The teacher of the gifted students had only one grade level in the class
room, and therefore did not have to divide her time between two grade lev
els.
3) Students may have been more stimulated academically when they were in
the homogeneous classroom and participated in the gifted program on a
part-time pull-out basis. Perhaps they benefitted more from the distinct
teaching styles of two different teachers.
Student results showed similar gains from Grade 3 to Grade 4 when
compared by sex, parent's marital status, and race. Therefore, these factors

22
were determined to have no effect on the results of the study.
The comparison of subjects affected by the program change show that
Language showed the smallest gain from Grade 3 to Grade 4, while Science
and Social Studies the greatest gain. Therefore, one could surmise that lan
guage was affected most by the change in programs.

Recommendations
The recommendation based on the findings from the Comprehensive
Test of Basic Skills gain scores would suggest that with this particular group
of youngsters’ academic results in the second year of the study, the school
may wish to continue placing their gifted students in a homogeneous class
room for the majority of the time and allow the students to participate in a
gifted program on a pull-out basis.
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CTBS Individual Test Record - Grade 3
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CTBS Individual Assessment - Grade 3
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CTBS Individual Test Record - Grade 4
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Appendix 4
Letter To Principal
St. Clairsville, OH 43950
July 6, 1990

(Friday)

Mr. Robert Barron, Principal
Ridgeland Elementary School
850 Bees Creek Road
Ridgeland, SC 29936
Dear Mr. Barron:
This summer I would like to begin working on my Master's
project. I have decided to do a study of the nine students I
had in third grade in an all-day gifted program.
With your
permission,

I would also like to study their progress as

fourth graders in the part-time gifted program.

If the

Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills scores were available, I
would have an apparatus for progress measurement.
You can be
assured these students' names will be kept anonymous.
I will contact Mrs. Moore for the information I need.

Thank

you in advance for your cooperation.
Very truly yours,

Carrie E. Graham
P.O. Box 56
St. Clairsville, OH 43950
Phone:

(614) 695-2996

CEG
Enclosures
You, Carrie E. Graham, have my permission to have access to
the needed information,

in the files of these particular

students, to do your Master’s Project.

Robert Barron, Principal
Date _____________________
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Appendix 5
Letter to Parents and/or Legal Guardian
St. Clairsville, OH 43950
July 6, 1990

(Friday)

Dear Parent of Guardian:
I am working on my Master's Degree in Elementary Education.
To complete this degree I am required to do a Master's
Project and I need your help.
I would like to do a study of
the Gifted Program.
Your child has been carefully selected to participate in this
project, so consider it an honor.
Kindly give me permission
to get the necessary information (namely Comprehensive Test
of Basic Skills scores from 1988-1990) out of your child's
permanent files at school. His or her real name will not be
used.
If you have any questions, please call me collect.
It is very important that you sign, date, and return this
letter, in the envelope provided, as soon as possible.
Very truly yours,

Carrie E. Graham
P.O. Box 56
St. Clairsville, OH 43950
Phone: (614) 695-2996
CEG
Enclosure

(1)

You, Ms. Carrie E. Graham, have my permission to get the
necessary information, out of my child's_____________________
file.
(name of child)

Signature of parent or legal guardian. ___________________________ _
Date ___________________________
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